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PER CURI AM

Kennet h Bronson Hughes appeals from his conviction and
sentence for conspiracy to distribute crack cocaine, in violation
of 21 U . S.C. 8 846 (2000). The district court sentenced Hughes to
a 334-nmonth term of inprisonnent and five years’ supervised
rel ease. On appeal, Hughes clains insufficiency of the evidence
and clains the district court erred in denying his notion for a
continuance. W affirm Hughes’ conviction and sentence.

In evaluating a sufficiency of the evidence chall enge,
the jury verdict nust be upheld if there exists substantial
evi dence, including circunstantial and direct evidence, to support
t he verdict, view ng the evidence nost favorable to t he governnent.

G asser v. United States, 315 U. S. 60, 80 (1942); United States v.

Tresvant, 677 F.2d 1018, 1021 (4th G r. 1982). 1In resolving issues
of substantial evidence, we do not wei gh evidence or review w t ness

credibility, United States v. Saunders, 886 F.2d 56, 60 (4th G r

1989), rather, the credibility of witnesses is within the sole

province of the jury. United States v. Lamarr, 75 F.3d 964, 973

(4th Cr. 1996). W may reverse a jury verdict only when there is
a conplete absence of probative facts to support the jury’s

conclusions. Sherrill Wiite Constr., Inc. v. South Carolina Nat'l

Bank, 713 F.2d 1047, 1050 (4th G r. 1983). Even the uncorroborated

testinmony of an acconplice may be sufficient to sustain a



conviction. United States v. Burns, 990 F.2d 1426, 1439 (4th Gr

1993).

Here, there was anple evidence to support the jury’'s
verdict, including testinmony from Hughes’ co-conspirator, Jame
Routt, who testified that Hughes had been his mai n cocai ne supplier
for three years, discussed how he purchased between one and three
ounces of crack cocai ne from Hughes about once a week during that
peri od. Routt testified as to the price he paid Hughes for the
narcotics, and testified about how he resold the crack through
subdeal ers, naking approximtely $800,000 to support his own
consunption of pills and heroin. The jury heard recorded tel ephone
cal | s between Routt and Hughes wherein Routt requested three ounces
of crack and Hughes agreed to sell and deliver it to him
Testinmony frompolice officers was introduced that Hughes arrived
at Routt’s house as schedul ed and was arrested with three ounces of
crack and $1900 cash on his person. The jury heard evidence from
Routt that he did not consune the crack he obtained from Hughes
hi msel f, but rather distributed it to two individuals, who then
resold it to others. Finally, a drug enforcenent agent testified
t hat t he amount of crack Routt was purchasi ng each week from Hughes
was so significant that it was reasonable to know that Routt was
distributing it to others, rather than consuming it hinself. W
find this evidence to be sufficient to support the jury’'s

determ nation that Hughes knowingly conspired with Routt to
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di stribute crack cocai ne, based on the wei ght and frequency of the
drug transactions attested to by Routt.

Hughes’ final claimon appeal is that the district court
abused its discretion in refusing to grant a continuance to all ow
hi madditional time to reviewhis presentence i nvestigation report.
The record reveals the district court fully considered Hughes’
request, permtted Hughes tine to review the report, to consult
with his attorney about the report, and to proffer evidence in
support of his objections to the report before ultimtely
concl udi ng that a continuance was unnecessary. The district court
conplied fully with the mandates of Fed. R Cim P. 32(i), see

U.S. v. Lockhart, 58 F.3d 86, 89 (4th G r. 1995), and did not abuse

its discretion in denying Hughes notion for continuance. Morris
v. Slappy, 461 U S 1, 11-12 (1983).

Accordingly, we affirm Hughes’ conviction and sentence.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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